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DETAILED ACTION 



Status of Claims 



1. 



Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-20, 22-23 have been examined. 



2. 



Claims 1, 9, and 16 have been amended. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 9, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Specifically, the amended claims add the 
limitation "separate viewing panels" which is not described in the specification in such a 
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

5. Claims 2-4, 7-8, 1 0, 1 2-1 5, 1 7-20, 22-23 are also rejected as they depend from 
rejected claims 1, 9, and 16. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-20, 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Burton (US. Pub. No. 2002/0055878) in view of Klatt (US. Pat. 
No. 6,415,277). 

Referring to claim 1 , Burton teaches a system for maintaining item requests, 
comprising: 

• a queue system for inserting any failed requests into a failed request queue 
(see Burton Fig. 81; lf0456 lines 1-5, 17-20, a queue for problematic orders); 

• a view presentation system for presenting an administrator with a view of the 
failed request queue (see Burton Fig. 81); 

• a data presentation system for displaying data corresponding to user-initiated 
item requests to an administrator (see Burton Figs. 81, 86), wherein the data 
presentation system accesses a set of tables to obtain the data (see Burton 
^0496 lines 12-16; Fig. 92), and wherein the set of tables includes a party 
table that identifies suppliers suggested by users issuing the user-initiated 
item requests for fulfilling the user-initiated item requests (see Burton Figs. 
81 , 86, where the supplier is the restaurant selected by the user); 
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• a data edit system for allowing the administrator to edit the data 
corresponding to the user-initiated item requests (see Burton 1J0138, lines 5- 
8); 

• wherein the view of the failed request queue and the data are presented to 
the administrator in separate viewing panels within a single browser window 
without opening multiple browser windows (see Burton Figs. 81, 86; see 
U0456 lines 1-5, 17-20). 

Burton does not explicitly disclose where the requests could also be system-initiated 
requests. However, Klatt does (see Klatt Abstract lines 1-5; Figs. 13-14). It would have 
been obvious to combine these methods at the time of invention because enabling the 
system for maintaining item requests to also handle system-initiated requests leads to 
the predictable result of handling more types of orders and increased revenue. 

Referring to claim 2 , the combination discloses the system of claim 1 , further 
disclosing wherein the set of tables further includes a header level text table that 
identifies business justifications set forth by the users for approving the user-initiated 
item requests (see Burton Fig. 86). The Examiner notes that a business justification for 
an order is the order itself, and Burton shows a list of orders in a header level text table. 

Referring to claim 3 , the combination discloses the system of claim 1 , further 
disclosing a request reception system for receiving the user-initiated item requests from 
the users (see Burton 1J0133 line 4) and the system-initiated item requests from at least 
one external system (see Burton Fig. 2 items 112-113; 110124 lines 1-2), wherein the 
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request reception system further populates the set of tables using data from the user- 
initiated item requests and the system-initiated item requests (see Burton 1J0268). 

Referring to claim 4 , the combination discloses the system of claim 1 , further 
disclosing a request processing system for assigning approvers (see Burton Fig. 62) 
and suppliers (see Burton Fig. 36, a user selects a supplier restaurant) to the user- 
initiated item requests and the system-initiated item requests. Regarding, assigning of 
approvers, Burton teaches a user approving a transaction (see Burton Fig. 62 "Confirm 
your order", "SUBMIT") and after the user approves the order the system assigns the 
user to the order via an order number (see Burton Fig. 86). 

Referring to claim 5 , the combination discloses the system of claim 4, further 
disclosing wherein the processing system processes the system-initiated requests 
differently from user-initiated item requests (see Burton Fig. 4 item 168 which is different 
from Klatt Fig. 13-14) in batch mode. The Examiner notes that batch processing data is 
old and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to batch process the data because it would save processing 
time which would result in saving money. 

Referring to claim 7 , the combination discloses the system of claim 1 , further 
disclosing wherein the administrator is a global administrator (administrators having 
different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 1J0494). 

Referring to claim 8 . the combination discloses the system of claim 1 , further 
disclosing wherein the view presentation system further provides a country 
administrator (administrators having different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 
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^0494) with the view of the failed request queue (see Burton Figs. 81 , 86), and wherein 
the data presentation system further displays the data corresponding to the system- 
initiated item requests and the user-initiated item requests to the country administrator 
(see Burton Figs. 81, 86). 

Referring to claim 9 , the combination teaches a method for maintaining item 
requests, comprising: 

• receiving a user-initiated item request (see Burton 1J0133) and a system- 
initiated item request (see Klatt Abstract lines 1-5; Figs. 13-14), wherein the 
user-initiated item request identifies a supplier for fulfilling the user-initiated 
item request (see Burton ^[0133 line 6); 

• processing the user-initiated item request and the system-initiated item 
request (see Burton Fig. 4 items 168, 170, 184) wherein the system-initiated 
item request is processed differently from user-initiated item requests (see 
Burton Fig. 4 item 168 which is different from Klatt Fig. 13-14) in batch with 
other system-initiated item requests (batch processing data is old and well 
known in the art); 

• inserting the system-initiated item request into a failed request queue if the 
processing of the system-initiated item request fails (see Burton Fig. 81; 
1J0456 lines 1-5, 17-20, a queue for problematic orders); 

• presenting an administrator with a view of the failed request queue upon 
request (see Burton Fig. 81); 
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• accessing a set of tables to display data corresponding to the system-initiated 
item request and user-initiated item request to the administrator (see Burton 
Fig. 81), wherein the set of tables accessed includes a party table that 
identifies the supplier (see Burton Figs. 81 , 86, where the supplier is the 
restaurant selected by the user); 

• wherein the view of the failed request queue and the data are presented to 
the administrator in separate viewing panels within a single browser window 
without opening multiple browser windows (see Burton Figs. 81 , 86; see 
U0456 lines 1-5, 17-20). 

Referring to claim 10 , the combination discloses the method of claim 9, further 
disclosing a method for assigning approvers (see Burton Fig. 62) and suppliers (see 
Burton Fig. 36, a user selects a supplier restaurant) to the user-initiated item requests 
and the system-initiated item requests. Regarding, assigning of approvers, Burton 
teaches a user approving a transaction (Fig. 62 "Confirm your order", "SUBMIT") and 
after the user approves the order the system assigns the user to the order via an order 
number (Fig. 86). 

Referring to claim 12 , the combination discloses the method of claim 9, further 
disclosing wherein the administrator is a global administrator (administrators having 
different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 1J0494). 

Referring to claim 13 , the combination discloses the method of claim 12, further 
disclosing providing the global administrator with the capability to edit displayed data 
(see Burton ^01 38, lines 5-8). 
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Referring to claim 14 , the combination discloses the method of claim 9, further 
disclosing wherein the administrator is a country administrator (administrators having 
different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 1J0494). 

Referring to claim 15 , the combination discloses the method of claim 9, further 
disclosing wherein the user-initiated item request further includes a business 
justification for approving the user-initiated item request (a business justification for an 
order is the order itself) (see Burton ^[01 02, lines 3-4), and wherein the set of tables 
accessed to display the data further includes a header level text table (see Burton Fig. 
35, item 2016). 

Referring to claim 16 , the combination teaches a program product stored on a 
computer readable storage medium for maintaining item requests, which when 
executed comprises, comprising: 

• program code for inserting any failed system-initiated item requests (see Klatt 
Abstract lines 1-5; Figs. 13-14) into a failed request queue (see Burton Fig. 
81 ; 1J0456 lines 1 -5, 1 7-20, a queue for problematic orders); 

• program code for presenting an administrator with a view of the failed request 
queue (see Burton Fig. 81); 

• program code for displaying data corresponding to system-initiated item 
requests and user-initiated item requests to an administrator (see Burton 
Figs. 81 , 86), wherein the program code for displaying accesses a set of 
tables to obtain the data (see Burton 1f0496 lines 12-16; Fig. 92), and wherein 
the set of tables includes a party table that identifies suppliers suggested by 
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users issuing the user-initiated item requests for fulfilling the user-initiated 
item requests (see Burton Figs. 81 , 86, where the supplier is the restaurant 
selected by the user); 

• program code for allowing the administrator to edit the data corresponding to 
the system-initiated item requests and the user-initiated item requests (see 
Burton 1J0138, lines 5-8); 

• wherein the view of the failed request queue and the data are presented to 
the administrator in separate viewing panels within a single browser window 
without opening multiple browser windows (see Burton Figs. 81, 86; see 
U0456 lines 1-5, 17-20). 

Referring to claim 17 . the combination discloses the program product of claim 16, 
further disclosing wherein the set of tables further includes a header level text table that 
identifies business justifications set forth by the users for approving the user-initiated 
item requests (see Burton Fig. 86). The Examiner notes that a business justification for 
an order is the order itself, and Burton shows a list of orders in a header level text table. 

Referring to claim 18 , the combination discloses the program product of claim 16, 
further disclosing program code for receiving the user-initiated item requests from the 
users and the system-initiated item requests from at least one external system (see 
Burton Fig. 2 items 112-113; 1101 24 lines 1-2), wherein the program code for receiving 
further populates the set of tables using data from the user-initiated item requests and 
the system-initiated item requests (see Burton 1f0268). 
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Referring to claim 19 , the combination discloses the code of claim 16, further 
disclosing a program code for assigning approvers (see Burton Fig. 62) and suppliers 
(see Burton Fig. 36, a user selects a supplier restaurant) to the user-initiated item 
requests and the system-initiated item requests. Regarding, assigning of approvers, 
Burton teaches a user approving a transaction (see Burton Fig. 62 "Confirm your order", 
"SUBMIT") and after the user approves the order the system assigns the user to the 
order via an order number (see Burton Fig. 86). 

Referring to claim 20 , the combination discloses the program product of claim 19, 
further disclosing wherein the program code for processing processes the system- 
initiated requests differently from user-initiated item requests (see Burton Fig. 4 item 
168 which is different from Klatt Fig. 13-14) in a batch mode (batch mode processing is 
old and well known in the art). 

Referring to claim 22 , the combination discloses the program product of claim 16, 
further disclosing wherein the administrator is a global administrator (administrators 
having different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 1T0494). 

Referring to claim 23 , the combination discloses the program product of claim 16, 
further disclosing wherein the program code for presenting further provides a country 
administrator (administrators having different permission levels) (see Burton Fig. 103, 
^0494) with the view of the failed request queue (see Burton Figs. 81 , 86), and wherein 
the data presentation system further displays the data corresponding to the system- 
initiated item requests and the user-initiated item requests to the country administrator 
(see Burton Figs. 81, 86). 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on 05/1 1/2009 have been fully considered. 

9. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §101 

a. The Applicant has amended the claims to overcome the rejection and 
therefore the rejection is withdrawn. 

1 0. Applicant respectfully argues: the references cited by the Office do not teach 
each and every feature of the claimed invention. For example, with respect to 
independent claims 1 , 9 and 16, Applicants submit that the cited references fail to teach 
or suggest that the view of the failed request queue and the data are presented to the 
administrator in separate viewing panels within a single browser window without 
opening multiple browser windows . In contrast, what Burton discloses is a list of orders 
as shown in Burton's Figure 81 and Paragraph 4056, Lines 1-5 and 9-15, as quoted by 
Examiner on Page 1 1 of the Office Action in the Examiner's Response to Arguments. 
Although the list of Burton can be searched and sorted, and shows problematic orders 
as well as non-problematic orders on separate rows of a list, Applicants assert that this 
is not the same as separate viewing panels within a single browser window. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Burton teaches a request queue called an 
"attention item" that "may be used to display any relevant information regarding one or 
more user orders that may or may not be problematic" (see Burton 1J0456 lines 1-5). 
The queue can be seen in figure 81 and shows an interface for searching orders based 
on keywords, places, date ranges, and other factors (see Burton 1J0456 lines 9-15). 
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Referring to the browser window depicted in figure 81, the "failed request queue" is 
shown as attention item 41 12 which displays problematic orders, and it is also shown in 
item 41 16 as the total number of orders needing attention. The "data corresponding to 
user-initiated item requests" is shown as attention item 41 12 which displays non- 
problematic orders, and it is also shown in item 41 1 6 as the total number of orders that 
do not need attention. This view is consistent with the text of Burton which states that 
attention item 41 12 may be used to display any relevant information regarding one or 
more user orders that may or may not be problematic in any relevant form" (see Burton 
^0456 lines 1-5). This is also shown in figure 81 according to the column heading 
"Needs Attn?". 

The Examiner and Applicant appear to disagree over the meaning of the term 
"separate viewing panels", which previously read "separately", in the context of how the 
failed request queue and the data are displayed. The Examiner has searched through 
Applicant's specification but cannot find any reference to the phrase "separate viewing 
panels" therefore the Applicant has not acted as his own lexicographer. As such, the 
phrase is to be afforded its usual and customary meaning. In the context of the Internet 
and a webpage, the phrase "separate viewing panels" has no commonly accepted 
meaning. The broadest reasonable interpretation provides that the failed request queue 
and the data are displayed in separate locations within a single browser window. 

Burton teaches that both sets of data (e.g., problematic and non-problematic 
orders) are displayed in separate viewing panels within the same browser window in 
several ways. First, both problematic and non-problematic orders are displayed in 
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separate viewing panels in the same browser window because all orders, regardless of 
whether they are problematic or not, are displayed in different rows in the same list on 
the same webpage (see Burton Fig. 81 item 4112; see Burton ^0456 lines 3-5, 
"Attention item 4112 may be used to display any relevant information regarding one or 
more user orders that may or may not be problematic in any relevant form'). In this 
instance, each row constitutes a "separate viewing panel". 

Second, both problematic and non-problematic orders are displayed in separate 
viewing panels in the same browser window because figure 81 has a box identifying the 
number of orders which need attention and a separate box identifying the number of 
orders which do not need attention (see Burton Fig. 81, a first box stating "0 orders 
need attention" and a second box stating "10 orders don't need attention"). In this 
instance, each box containing the number of orders either needing or not needing 
attention, constitutes a "separate viewing panel." 

Thirdly, both problematic and non-problematic orders are displayed in separate 
viewing panels in the same browser window because a text search could be performed 
for problematic orders thus excluding non-problematic from the results, and a text 
search could be performed for non-problematic orders thus excluding problematic 
orders from the results (see Burton Fig. 81 item 4114, a text search box to search for 
orders).. In this third example, while both sets of data (problematic and non-problematic 
orders) are displayed in separate viewing panels, they are in fact displayed within the 
same browser window because nowhere does Burton state that in order to change the 
search text or keyword, a user must either close and then reopen his browser, or open a 
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second browser simultaneously (see Burton Fig. 82, the search results page lists a 
button 41 62 to take the user back to the search page described in figure 81 so that the 
user can perform another search; as such, the same browser window is maintained). 

The Examiner also notes that there are many other instances where Burton 
teaches displaying both sets of data separately in the same browser window. One such 
example is figure 87 which displays problematic orders and also has an option 
checkbox to additionally display any cancelled orders. Once an order is cancelled, it is 
no longer problematic. Therefore, both problematic and non-problematic (which in this 
case represents cancelled orders) are displayed in separate viewing panels within the 
same browser window because they appear in the same window in separate rows. 
Therefore, the Examiner is not persuaded by Applicant's argument. 

1 1 . Applicant respectfully argues that Burton classifies problematic orders with an 
attention item which shows whether an item needs attention. However, Burton does not 
actually teach that these 'problematic orders' are put into a specific queue, and a 
searchable list is not the same as separate views of a queue and information regarding 
system-initiated and user- initiated requests. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees and argues that a list of orders is in fact a 
queue. A queue is a sequence of items, such as data, waiting for action (see 
Dictionary.com definition of "queue"). Burton teaches a list of orders in separate rows 
which is a queue. Therefore, the Examiner is not persuaded by Applicant's argument. 

12. Applicant respectfully argues that with further respect to independent claim 9 and 
dependent claims 5 and 20, Applicants continue to respectfully submit that the cited 
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references also fail to teach or suggest wherein the system-initiated item requests are 
processed differently from user-initiated item requests, and processed in batches with 
other system-initiated item requests. The Office states that batch processing is old and 
well known in the art. Applicants continue to respectfully object to the Office's use of 
what amounts to Official Notice by stating that such use of batch processing is obvious 
to one skilled in the art as asserted by the Office. Rather, especially in this context, 
batch processing of the system-initiated item requests is not obvious. This batch 
processing is a specific advantage of the current invention and is not so much as 
vaguely referenced in either of the references cited. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Batch processing data is old and well 
known in the art (see Joseph Col. 7 lines 4-11). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to batch process the data because it 
would save processing time which would result in saving money. Therefore, the 
Examiner is not persuaded by Applicant's argument. 

1 3. Applicant respectfully argues that neither of the references cited by the Office 
discloses processing user initiated item requests differently from system initiated 
requests, which are processed in batch. Instead, the Office states that since the orders 
of Burton and Klatt are different, they are processed differently. As stated on Page 14 of 
the current Office Action, an order for pizza and an order for a flyer are processed 
differently. Applicants assert that any combination could have been used to make this 
point, and that the rejection fails to consider the claim as a whole. Accordingly, 
Applicants request that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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The Examiner respectfully disagrees. In the present instance, user initiated item 
requests are different than system initiated item requests. One type of user initiated 
request taught by Burton is an order for pizza (see Burton 1J001 2). One type of system 
initiated request taught by Klatt is automatic printing of a flyer or brochure after a 
predefined number of days (see Klatt Fig. 13). The user request is processed differently 
because a pizza is created for a customer, and creating a pizza is different than creating 
a flyer. Additionally, the system request is processed differently because the flyer or 
brochure is reprinted after a predetermined number of days, while the order for a pizza 
is not automatically reoccurring. Therefore, the Examiner is not persuaded by 
Applicant's argument. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

• Batch processing is old and well known in the art and is taught by Joseph (US 
6,606,603) on column 7 lines 4-1 1 . 

1 5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW ZIMMERMAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5278. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thu 7:00am-3:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Smith can be reached on (571 ) 272-6763. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jeffrey A. Smith/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 3625 

MATTHEW ZIMMERMAN 
Examiner, Art Unit 3625 
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